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which he details. No doubt there are such cases, but
what proportion do they bear to the normal members
of the contemporary population ? At a guess, I suggest
one in a million ; but let us suppose a proportion as high
as one in a thousand. Is it likely that, out of a large
population, the one solitary individual which happened
to be fossilized should be one of these rarities ? Let us
grant this violent improbability as accounting for Pithe-
canthropus: are we to suppose that this rare chance
came off a second time in the case of Eoanthropus?
Even this wild gamble cannot be appealed to in the case
of Sinanthropus (" Peking man"), for that is repre-
sented, not by a single skull but by at least 241 (44), so
that there can be no question of an atavistic " sport."
Similar remarks apply to the suggestion made, in the
course of the Daily Telegraph discussion of Sir
Ambrose Fleming's original lecture, by Mr. J. Barcroft
Anderson, of the

"possibility of there having been 'crossing' between
and non-human forms of life in the past, such as is alluded to in
Leviticus xviii, 23-24 and Genesis vi, 12 " (Daily Telegraph, :8th
January, 1935).

If this explanation is applied to the case of Eoanthro-
pus, it involves the assumption that in the early Pleisto-
cene there existed in Sussex a population of normal
human beings and a population of anthropoid apes, the
latter living in a climate utterly unsuitable for any
known anthropoid ape ; and the further assumption that
while neither of these populations has left any trace in
the form of bones, the one or two hybrid offspring
which, against all likelihood, were born and grew up,
escaped complete post-mortem destruction. It is not

1 The additional skulls found in 1936 must bring the total up to
about 30, of which 5 are fairly complete skulls, See Weidenreich
in Nature, i3th February, 1937.